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COMPARATIVE REVIEW, 
Oe: | 


WT is not becatife the ftyle or the matter of 
& Mr. Boaden’s Critical Examination of the 
Shakfpeare MSS. appears to poffeS aly Intrinfit 
merit, that it is made the fubject of contidera- 
tion in'the following pages. Much lefs is this 
flight attempt diated by any apprehenfion 
that the authenticity of thofe MSS. will be ma: 
tetially ‘affected, either by the areuments of 
fuch an examiner, or the detection of his fo- 
phiftty. But when ‘an’ individual pretends to 
direct the'tafte of the public, when; relyiig on 
the fancied ingenuity afd-importance ‘Gf his 
‘criticifiny he attempts to''depreciate real merit, 
it becomes, at leaft, neceffary to examiiie the 
purity of his motives, and’ the confiftency ‘Of his 
conduct. 
‘The authenticity of the MSS. in the hands 
of Mr. Ireland; muft ultimately be referred to 
a higher tribunal, and undergo a trial, from 
B which 
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which the Author of this Effay doubts not they 
will derive additional luftre, and more perma- 
nent credit. They muft ultimately ftand or 
fall, according as theyfhall anfwer the fevereft 
teft of critical inveftigation ; but that decifion 
muft, forthe prefent, be delayed, becaufe the 
hoft of erudite commentators will not fee them, 
left they fhould be cojivinced. 


In the mean while, a champion has fiepped 
forth,,.of too little confequence, either from 
ability or. reputation,* to give ferious alarm to 
thofe who feel interefted in that fuccefs. of 
the MSS. which truth feems to demand.— 
To prevent, however,..any. bias which|the pub- 
lic mind, may receive from the exertions of an 
unanfwered opponent, however contemptible, 
his condemnation is here drawn. from his. own 
mouth: and it is prefumed, -that fach,.a proof 
of mconfiftency and impotence. will fhews him 
to be totally unworthy of attention, and wall 
enable Mr. Ireland ‘to.go forward undifturbed 
in eftablifhing the authenticity of his yaluable 
MSS. | by the fure teftimony of intrinfic,-excel- 
lence and mdubitable,fact. 


Mr. Boaden, in a letter recently addreffed to" 


Mr. ‘Steevens,” relative “to the .MSS. inthe 


* The writer ‘means only to {peak of “Mr. Boaden’s 


hands 


2635.) 


hands of Mr. Ireland, lays claim to the charac- 
ter of fincerity, from the apparently frank and 
open avowal of the favourable impreffion which 
thofe. MSS. at firft made upon him, together 
with the very different opinions, which he now . 
entertains. Such a.ftatement, on the: firft 
view, appears like the diate of candour ; but 
inorder to fubftantiate it, the caufes of this 
total change of fentiment fhould be accurately 
detailed, and fhould be proved to be adequate 
to the effects which they are faid to. have pro- 
duced, If this fhall not appear te be the cafe 
in Mr. Boaden’s inftance, if his arguments, (or 
rather attempts’ at argument) fhall be found 
totally nugatory,.and if the reafons for com- 
mendation fhall remain in full force, or even 
acquire additional. firength, whiff? the critic 
avows a determined hoftility; what kind of 
opinion can we form of his abilities or integrity? 
Mutt we not fuppofe that fome perfonal pique 
or petty refentment lurks in his mind, or that 
fome firange caprice has perverted his intellect ? 
In thort, muft we not conclude that the man 
who thus fteps forward as a public cenfor, is 
himfelf liable to the imputation either of igno- 
rance or malevolence ? : 


It is a circumftance very favourable to the 
MSS. thatthe fight of them has feldom failed to 
B2 pro- 


(\ 4°) 
produce at /eaft a conviction of their authenticity. 
In Mr. Boaden- it did more, it. produced an 
“enthufiafm”—*-a tremor of the pureft de- 
‘light :” and for days, and weeks, and months 
after he had feen them, he retained fuch a‘per- 
fuafion of their excellence, as-(in the language 
of his: own paragraph) “ made all {cepticifm 
“© ridiculous.”» But all this, it now feems, was 
error !’ anerror, however, which is excufed by 
the: confideration, that ‘* credulity.is no dif- 
““prace;?" and» that {trong enthufiafm’ as 
“¢ eager to believe.” * 


Let ‘us panfe for a moment, to confider 
what thefe inftances! are, in. which credu- 
lity is thus pardonable ; and of what nature is 
the belief fo induced by.enthufiafm.—Affured- 
ly. Mr. Boaden will not affert that credulity 
would, be. pardonable in the cafe of an im- 
pofture, bearing on its very furface the dttamp 
of falfhood—or, that an enthijia/m ftrong enough 
to enforce fuch a belief, would be engendered 
by trifling ability, or /uperficial excellence.— 
A little confideration will fhew us, that where 
cixcumfiances occur flattering to long-contracted 
habits, and to firmly-rooted judgment, there, 
and there only, enthufiaf is likely to be 


* See a letter to Geo. Steevens, Efg. p. 1 and 2, 


ftrong ; 


(Cp) 


ftrong ; there, and there only, belief will pro- 
bably be eager. Such enthufiafm and fuch 
‘belief can only be overfet by ftronger appeals 
to the fame paffion, or to the fame judgment. 


Mr. Boaden is very liberal in acknowledging 
in his pamphlet, (what indeed he could not 
deny, ‘becaufe it would have remained recorded 
againft him in his news-paper,) that he was at 
firt ftrongly affeGed in favour of the MSS. ; 
neither does he deny that he admired their 
fiyle, diction, and poetical fpirit; but he 
leaves us to difcover by what new light, by 
what cogency of argument, that which. was 
once diftinguifhed for “ the utmoft delicacy of 
<¢ naffion, and poetical fpirit,” became after- 
wards “ worthy of no other notice, than that 
-*© of being metrically fmooth ;”’—that which 
was “ rationally pious, and grandly exprefled,” 
became ‘* execrable jargon,” the ‘¢ puerile 
* quaintnefs, and idiomatic poverty of a me- 
‘¢ thodift rhapfody.” In order, therefore, to 
account for fo fingular a phenomenon of men- 
tal verfatility, and to teach Mr, Boaden (fhould 
he really be ignorant,) the nature of his intel- 
leétual progrefs, I idhall take the liberty of 
{tating a few plain and fimple facts. 
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I-begin by préemifing, that Mr. Boaden is the 
declared Editor of the Oracle, ia daily paper, 
to which he naturally wifhes to attach as much 
confequence as poflible. With this laudable 
defign in view, as it fhould feem, (for we find 
his paper, pes that period, confiantly enriched 
with his remarks on the Shakfpeare MSS.) he 
paid.a vifit to Mr duis on the 14th of Fe- 
bruary, 1795, to infpect what he called “ the 
“<< invaluable remains of our immortal bard.”— 
What, and how liberal his receptian. was, the 
ee was. informed by the following para- 
graph, which appeared th the Oracle, Feb, 16, 
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6¢ Shak fpeare MSS.— By the obli iging pohte- 
‘© nefs-of Mr. Ireland, of Norfolk-fireet, the 
“conductor of this paper * 1s enabled to gratify, 


“ina eeneral way, the public curiofity. To 


a6 particularife would be fraudulent and un- 


"3 ans Betides the Lear and Vortigern, 
*< there are various papers; the domefiica facta 


‘Caf this great man’s life, difcevered. 


+t A letter to the lady he afterwards married, 


CR Abie Ceres EE ee tL cee ed tan BL do ATF s ; 
YEU EUENER FO? ie utmeft delicacy OF pe 0M, 


# For attributing to Mr. Hoaden the paragraphs which ap- 
peared in the Oracte. relative to the Shakipeare MSS. I have 
ofie fimple reafon, viz. that he was #he only perfon concerned in 
the direGion of that paper that sver viewed then, 

“and 


Cal 
~% 


AE 


£6 


Oh, 
and powtical fpirit. Tt inclofesa lock’ of his 
‘hair, alfo preferved. : lovey! ah 


OA profeffion: of ‘his ‘religious faith, ratio= 
wally pious, and grandly expre bd, 


‘<* Some poetical compliments, and ‘poetical 
exercifes of fancy, amongft the company at 
whole head he is ered: Devites of 
land ; receipts for money: advanced, &¢. and 
a difeovery relative to Lord Southampton, 
which we forbear to anticipate, reflecting im~ 
mortal honour upen the bounty of the one, 
and the modefty of the other, It tis theiin- 
tention of Mr. Ireland to publifh the firt 
volume, with fac-fimiles; \if-poffible, iby the 
King’s birth-day y; the fecond: valume proba~ 
bly within the following year : and'now; to 
this new: information, we have only to.add, 
that the-comvittion; produced upon our mind, 4s 


juch as to. make, ah. feepticijm ridiculous, and 


when we follow the fentuments of Dr. Jofeph 
Wharton, we have no 1a of our critical or- 


thodoxy.” 


The fame,paper of the 21ft contained fur- 


ther obfervations to this effeét: “ When we 
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were fayoured with a fight of thefe invaluas 
‘ ble remains, we promifed ‘the potiefior that 
no neering aninadverfions, written by thofe 
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(78.33) 
who had never feen them, fhould pafs without 
reply, and probably reproof. , One gentle- 
man makes himfelf merry with a Profeffion 
of Faith from Shakfpedre; he fhall be: re-. 
duced at once to the plea of Jgnoraimus,— 
there happens to be indifputable proof that this 
was the cuftom of the age, nay; that other 
members of the fame family had done fo. 


“But an objection, has been urged trium- 
phantly by thofe who have not feen, that a 
gentleman who had been accuftomed to the 
hand writing of that period, was yet unable 
to read them. 


‘© ‘The writer of this article 1s ready to prove 
his acquaintance with the hand writing of 
Elizabeth’s reign, in the firft inftance, and to 
tead once more the MSS. in the fecond.—As 
to the filly ftuff about the Poet’s Courtfhip 
and the Lock of Hair, with recollection of 
fimilar feelings and fimilar gifts— 


*¢ We carinot but remember fuch things were, 


bP] 


“¢ And were moft precious to us 
« The man who cannot, fhould never truft 
himfelf with the fubject of Shakfpeare’s life, 
fhould never by a touch ‘ pollute the page of 


infpiration.’ 


€¢ On 


(WD) 
On the 26th of February, Mr. Boaden called 


a fecond time on Mr. Jreland, again exprefied 
his conviction of the authenticity of the MSS. 
and took fo deep an intereft in their fuccefs, as 
to fend on the following day, a letter (of which 
I among others have been favoured with a fight) 
which is only remarkable for the officious zeal 
with which he endeavors tomake himfelf\a party 
yn the ultimate fuccefs of the MSS. an -extract 
will be fufficient to datisfy the reader— 


<< My dear Sir, 

Though I {poke from memory 
‘ when I faid that Hunfdon was Lord Cham- 
“ berlain of Elizabeth’s houtfehold, it was cor- 
“* rectly ftated—Henry Carey, whom fhe created 
a baron 1n the firft year of her reign, had the 
“ charge of her perfon at court—and to fecure 
** us as to the required date, ‘he was with her 
“ at the Tilbury Camp, in the year 1588, and 
“ had there the care of her perfon.——I think 
‘« this ample fatisfaction upon the fubject, and 
““ lofe no tme in fending it... This, or any 
“* deeper inquiry; will be but a poor returi for the 
‘ favour of your unreferved communication.” 


On the 28th appeared the following: 


C < The 
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“ The MSS. of Shakfpeare. 


** The public look up to us for a faithful 
‘** account of thefe important papers—-what we 
“* have opportunity to examine, we fhall, from 
« time to time, report with the moft /crupulous 
<< fidelity. We have read a confiderable portion 
‘* of the MSS. Lear.—In the title page, the 
** Great Bard profeffes to have taken the ftory 
** from Hollinfhead, and has, in the ‘true {pirit 
* ofmodetfty, apologized for the liberty he took 
«* in departing from the exact ftatements of 
* the Chronicle.——'There is’ a letter from 
‘* Queen Elizabeth to Shakfpeare, when the 
‘© Poet was manager of the Globe, command-~ 
** ing him with /yjs beft players to’ play: before 
‘* her, and thanking him for fome verfes which 
«© her Majefty much .admired.—We think it 
“© qill be clearly proved that all the degrading 
“© nonfenfe, of his holding horfes, &c. will be 
* found utterly fictitious, and thatthis great 
“ man was the Garrick of his age, careffed for 
«< his powers by every one great and illuftrious, 
* the gentle friend of genius, and moft excellent 
** in the quality he profefled—” 


On the 23d of April; this paragraph ap- 
peared— 


6¢ The ) 
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ét The Shakfperiana, which have ‘béen {fo 
“* luckily difcovered are now confidered as ge- 
‘© nuine by all, but thofe, who iliberally refufe 
*< to be convinced by infpection.” 


For fo-long a period as this, a period of more 
than two months, at leaft, was Mr. Boaden, 
(a director of the public tafte, and a playwright) 
deceived, nay (if we regard. his own account) 
rendered the partifan of ‘* impofture,” and 
that too, by ‘* one of the moft bungling per- 
‘ formances of the kind ever exhibited.”——~Du- 
ring all this time, did Mr. Boaden never * reflec 
‘© in his clofet upon circumftances recorded 2?” * Did 
he never think of the orthography, the xz e, 
the tye, and the whole language, “ /o clogged 
‘<‘ and confounded by inneceffury letters?” Or, 
if his “ eager enthufiafm kept him fo long 
‘© inadelirium of blind admiration;” on what 
was ‘that enthufiafm founded? Was it, that 
‘‘ in. the Lear, the MSS. follows the worft read~ 
“<< ing, where the readings are various? that it 
“< cuts the knot of difficulties which a legitimate 
“< copy would naturally untie, and that its interpo- 
“* fations.are not in the manner of Shak/peare 2” + 
or was it from ‘“* the juvenile ftyle” of the letter 


* See Letter, Page z. + Idem, P. 35: 
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to Anna Hatherwaye,.. the “ flatnefs” and 
“* cweakne/s”’ of that to aore Southampton,’ er 


mz 9 


“ the execrable jargon” of the ‘profeffien of 
Faith '-— 


If Mr. Boaden can reconcile all thefe con- 
tradictions, if he can prove that abjurdity is a 
natural fource of admiration, or that an “ intel- 
“© figent” critic could be for months deceived by 
* an unfkilfully executed and manifeft delu- 
‘““ fion,” we fhall be then ready to concede fo 
much to his ingenuity as to liften patiently to 
his comments; or, perhaps, even to compare 
his Vortigern with the play which 1s about to 
appear. If the dnly objections which Mr. 
3oaden now brings forward were chronological 
doubts, or hiftorical {eepticiim—if hehad been 
content to allow to the MSS. the fame literary 
excellence, which they at firft appeared to him 
fo eminently to poffets, there would have been 
at leaft @ confiftency in his efforts—but in thus 


heaping Pelion upon Offa, in thus going beyond’ 
his ftrength, he but out-herods Herod, and 


-_— “ murders impoflibility, to make, 
* What fhould be faint work.” 


‘The preceding obfervations have fufficiently 
proved how admirably Mr. Boaden is fitted for 
i the 


Ca 
the tafk he has undertaken, and how’ well he 


has confidered the Poet’s advice-— 


“‘ Sumite materiam, veftris, qui {cribitis equam, 
“¢ Viribus.” 


The remainder of thefe pages, fhall be de» 
voted to the fpecific arguments which he al- 
ledges, and whofe intrinfic merit fhall be accu- 
rately ftated and fairly examined. 


Previoufly, however, to entering upon this 
difcuffion, it may not be amifs to obferve gene- 
rally upon the queftion of literary impofture, 
that in. all known attempts of the kind, 
the conduct of the parties concerned hath 
been diametrically oppofite to that of the pof- 
feffor of the MSS. in queftion—in the former 
cafes, the reader wil] invariably find all fearch 
to have been. eluded, all documents withheld, 
(fave in the inftance of Chatterton, * whofe for- 
geries would have remained lefs impeachable, 
without them) in every feature he will per- 
ceive evident defects of ftyle, palpable ana- 
chronifms, and confiftency—only in error.— 


* See an account of the {mall bit of parchment pro- 
duced to Catcott of Briftol, in Gregory’s Life of Chatter- 
ton---and Mr. H. Croft’s Love and Madneis, 
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Let him then turn his eye to the circumfance 
of Mr. Ireland, and he will find, that. that 
gentleman has not only mot eluded all fearch, 


but has invited, nay encouraged the mof rigo- 
rous ferutiny. He has fuffered the ableft anti- 
quaries, and moft learned men in other refpects, 
to examine the MSS. whenever they pleafed— 
he has fhut his doors tono man. And what, 
let me afk, is the refult of this invitation to 
{crutiny? not a difcovery of defects, nora con- 
yiction of impofture,—but am almoft unani- 
mous attention to their authenticity; and all this, 
notwithftanding the MSS. and their accom- 
paniments, confift of more than 10,000 lines, 
in the hand writing of the Bard himfelf, more 
than a hundred volumes (as it fhould feem part 
of his library) with MSS. annotations; befides 
deeds and legal inftruments, in great number! 


From thefe circumftances, I think it fair to in- 
fer, that no doubts can arife as to their validity, 
but in the minds of thofe perfons whofe want of 
candour or honefty, ot whofe literary defperation 
will not fuffer them to_infpect, left they be. 
forced (which they affuredly, in my opinion, 
would be) to believe in them. 


T return to Mr. Boaden, who in the opening: 
of his letter juftly ftates, that the ultimate de- 
cifion 


( 35.) 
cifien upon the authenticity of the MSS, muft 
depend on their “ sternal evidence,” This 
candid profeflion, however, is contradicted 7 
effed, by nearly three pages of ind+rect infinu- 
ation againft the concealment of a fact, which 
it is allowed on all hands is nugatory.—It 1s of 
no importance to the. world at large, in what 
family, or by what means the writings of our 
divine. Bard may have been difcovered; they 
need no pedigree and efcutcheon to prove their 
defcent, the ftamp and animation of their au- 
thor is to be found in their ftyle, diction, and 
fentiment. Thefe it is impoffible to forge— ° 


Pindarum quifquis ftudet imitari 
lule ceratis ope Deedalea 
Nititur pennis, Hor. 


And it is little to be feared that the fame age 
which could produce fuch performances as 
Fontainville Foreft; and the Secret Tribu- 
nal, fhould give birth even to the faint image 
of a Shakfpeare. But in order to. obviate 
every idea of an improbability that fuch wri- 
tings fhould actually exift in the prefent day, 
Iwill quote an authority which Mr. Boaden will 
not probably difpute—that of Mr. Malone,— 
who conjectures that fome ‘ Letiers at leaf,” 
were left by our Bard, and alfo traces, four or 
five 
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five fources from whence information relative to 
them may be derived. ‘The families to- which 
IT allude, are thote of Mr. Bagley, executor of 
Lady Barnard, (the grand-daughter and laft de- 
{cendant of Shak{peare) and of Henry Gtlbert, 
Thomas Higgs, #nd-Samuel Cotton, Efquires, 
who married the three daughters (by a former 
wife) of Sir John Barnard. ‘** I’know not,” 
fays Mr. Malone, ‘whether any defcendants of 
‘© thefe, be now living: but if that«fhould be 
“ the cafe, among their papers may poffibly be 
“found fome fragment ‘or other relative to 
‘« Shak{peare.” 


I do not’ pretend to ‘decide whether it was in 
any one of thefe’ families that the MSS. were 
found by ‘Mr. Ireland, ‘but I ftate this as an 
authority which ought to have weight, at leatt 
with the friends of Meff. Malone and Steevens, 
of the general probability of fuch a difco- 


VEFY. 


The circumftances, however, ftated by’ Mr. 
Treland, would rather induce us to conclude that 
the MSS. came from a fource where family 
reafons required a concealment of their origin.— 


* Johnfon’s and Steevens’s Edition. Vol. I. p. 40. laft Edit. 


It 
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It might be, that the gentleman in queftion was 
not very proud of his defcent, or that the man- 
ner in which the papers came into his family, 
reflects no ‘great honor’ on his anceftry, or, 
indeed, reafons by no means derogatory to his 
honor (though, perhaps, affecting his feelings 
in a particular way} might induce him to bury 
his name in oblivion. Thefe, are the mere fup- 
pofitions of an unbiaffed judgment, for the 
only knowledge I have of Mr. Ireland, origi- 
nated purely in his being the fortunate poffeflor 
of thefe MSS. and the only means I have of 
forming a judgment on his conduct, were fup- 
plied by his candour and liberality in fubmitting 
them to general infpection. 


The * idle remarks on Mr. Ireland’s fon, and 
his friendfhip with Mr. Talbot, need no further 
comment than that, if (as Mr. Boaden infi- 
nuates) that friendfhip were in any way difturbed 
by the publication of the MSS. fuch a rupture 
would be fatal to a forgery of'any kind.— 


At length we come to fomething like a re- 
gular attack on the MSS. themfelves—which 
(as far as fuch a farrago can be reduced-to any 
thing like order) is reducible to thefe heads, 


* See Mr. B.’s pamphlet, p. 4. 
D 
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viz. Objections againft their appearance and 
orthography; thofe againft the ftyle and fen- 
timent; and thofe drawn from chronological 
and hiftorical confiderations. 


The MSS. which were fhewn Mr. Boaden 
were (as he ftates) * fuch as to ‘* fartle upon 
“ the very /urface an intelligent reader,” yet he be- 
held them, with + the ‘* tremor of the pureft 
 delight”—touched ‘ the invaluable. relics 
*“* with reverential refpecét, and deemed even 
“* exiftence dearer, as it gave him fo refined a 
*< fatisfaction.”” This enthufiafm then could 
only arife from the merit of the compofition, and 
mu{t have been deftroyed, if he had known, 
any thing of the orthography of that age, or in- 
deed, had poffeffed the fmalleft antiquarian 
knowledge. It was at leaft two months before 
Mr. Boaden difcovered that the orthography 
was ‘* after no received fyftem,” ‘ was not 
“* uniformly particular,’ and “that it fet at 
“ defiance - the fpelling of all periods.”—This, 
addition to his information Mr. Boaden has 
very lately acquired, and I congratulate him, 
as I do any learner, upon his ‘progrefs in 
{cience. _But— | | 


* Mr. B.’s pamphlet, p. 13. ¢ Ibid. p. z. 


sige: little 
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“ A little learning isa dangerous thing, 
“ Drink deep, or tafte not of the facred {pring.” 


I would advife him to profecute his ftudies 
with a little more accuracy, and he will find 
that his objections will vanith,'as his know- 
ledge increafes, ; 


Lhe orthography of that age was, indeed, 
little reducible to any fixed ftandard, and end- 
lefs varieties crept into general cuftom, accord- 
ing to the ‘different caprices and discordant 
judgment of individuals. But that a vaft {uper- 
fluity of letters is generally obfervable, no man 
at all converfant with antient writings. can 
doubt, Ina MS, colleGion of poetry, by Sir 
Nicholas Bacon, Lord Keeper in the reign of 
Elizabeth, which was fhewn me a. few days 
ago by a gentleman of high reputation. in, the 
law, I find the following couplet ; 


“ And what rewarde for this agayne, 
“* But cape and knee off Seelye menne,”? 


And the following ludicrous fiory of a jefter 
and friar, which I will give at length. — 


D 2 “s Of 


“© Of a Jester and a Frrar, 


“ A perte Marchannte feekinge to lowte, 
“A feelye Fryar in a greate dowte, 

* Sayde Maf. Fryer I marvell mutche, 
 Whye to the Croffe yow doe foe crowche, 
s* And to the Gallowes crofles tooe 

* Of the, like /ubfiaunce yow doe not foe, 
*¢ Sir quoth the Fryer as muche mufe I 

*¢ What is the caufe and reafon whye 

My Miftreffe yor. wife being throweout 
** As well beneathe as her fayre fnowte 

* One felf mette/l, what meaneth this, 

“* Her lyppes not Ayppes yow ule to kys.” 


Among the fame collection is a copy of a 
letter from Queen Elizabeth to Sir Amias Pay- 
lett, in which I find the words 


© Condempne <¢ farre 

© Ballaunce ** paffeinge, 
‘¢ Merritte ‘* maynteyne, 
*< bidde hur, &c. 


The following inftances have been afforded 
me from the moft authentic records— 


<< oppenned” © foomm” 
°© gccafionnes” _fuyte 
6§ heere- 
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© heereuppon™ fonne 
€& 9 
geloufe thenne 
“© orre” mann 
‘Sonne’ themme 


Mr. Malone has. prefented the public * with 
a deed by Shakfpeare, concerning a houfe of 
one IJreland’s, found in-:the Featherftonaugh 
family, the orthography of which bears)a ftri- 
king affinity to the deed of gift, to Ireland, 
amang the prefent._ MSS. We find. therein 
the terms—‘ of thone, of thother, partye— 
é¢ sraunted and to Ferme letten—a voyde peece 
«<< 6f Ground—thannunciacion, covenaunt, 
‘< without delaie—promiffle and graunt, cleerlie 
*« acquite—guiftes, &c.” : 


It is unneceffary to fwell this publication, or 
to tire the reader with more numerous examples 
of what no one can doubt, that at a time when 
the Englith language knew fo little of accuracy, 
a great diverfity of orthography muft neceflarily 
haye obtained—one obfervation may not, how- 
ever, be amifs. The prefs being yet in an 
infant ftate, and the learning of the age, being 
confined in a great meafure to the printers, they 


* See Johnfon’s and Steevens’s Ed. p, go. 
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took the liberty of departing from the copy 
before them, whenever they thought themfelves 
capable of improving the orthography, and in 
fome cafes perhaps the arrangement. 


That this is no fpeculative idea, may be ea- 
fily proved by a comparifon of any MSS. with 
a publication of that age; which will manifefily 
prove the fuperior purity of the latter. Thus, 
it fhould feem, that’ if any thing ‘like a ftandard 
of orthography exifted at that time, it mutt have 
been exclufively amongift the printers. 


As corroborative proof, we may obferve, 
that the Lear, and all the papers in the hand 
writing of Shak/peare are of fimilar orthography, 
but that shey differ in this refpect from the other 
MSS. more particularly from thofe, apparently 
drawn up by profeffional men. 


It feems probable that in any attempt at for- 
gery, a fludious tdentity in the conftruGtion of 
words would be preferved; but in the MSS. we 
meet with fuch diverfity as may naturally be 
fuppofed to arife from cafual circumftances— 
thus, the fignature “ Elizabeth” in her own 
hand is conformable to the modern ortho- 
graphy, and to her exifting autographs, whilft 

D3 


C230 4, 
in the note attached to the fame letter, it is fpelt 
agreeably to Shak{peare’s general redundancy of 
‘letters, ‘* Elyzabethe.” | 


It may not, perhaps, be firictly within the 
{cope of this publication, (which was merely to 
do away any unfavourable impreffions relative 
to the publifhed papers) to draw an inftance from 
fome of thofe, which though unpublifhed, Mr. 
Ireland liberally difplays. It feems, therefore, 
very appofite to the prefent purpofe, to obferve 
that the name of Spenjer, the Poet, was {pelt in 
his life-time, and in feveral editions of his 
works, in two ways—the one with an s, the 
other with a c, in the laft fyllable-—and in a 
MS. note by Shakfpeare, in the edition of 
1590, “* by Edmund Spenjer,” the name Spen- 
cer occurs—tfo little was the regard paid by 
Shakfpeare to the fetters of cufiom, and fo 
flight his attention “ in the fpontaneous flow 
** of foul,” to fo miferable an obftacle as the 
arrangement or accumulation of letters! 
‘© Half the labour (fays Mr. B.) beftowed upon 
“ unneceffary letters would have cleared away 
“ the myftery,”"—-but this is a labour more 
likely to be felt by the compofitor or editor of 
a journal, than by a Shakfpeare, to whom the 
drudgery of correction had been labour indeed. 
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With the’ confiftency of a frigid critic Mr. B. 
blames the Poet at one time for a négle of 
attention to his MSS. by the omiffion of punctuation, 
and at another, for his /crupulous care in num- 
bering the lines. ‘This is, indeed, the Worm 
reviling the Oak.—We may further obferve, 
that thefe facts, in themfelves, furnith ftrong 
arguments againft impofture. Would a forger 
incumber himfelf with unneceffary ‘letters 
after the fatal model of Chatterton ?—Would 
he not rather have ftudioufly avoided the 
rock on which that youth fplit? Would 
he not follow the orthography as carefully as he 
muft have done the chara&er of the MSS. of 
that age? Or is it to be fuppofed that he would 
in one inftance lay himfelf open to deteétion 
by omitting the /abour of punctuation, when 
in another he fubmitted to the uwnneceffary and 
futile drudgery of numeration? 


With refpect to the fuppofition of forgery, 
drawn from the appearance of the papers, ‘I 
find little ftated by Mr. B. worthy of remark. 
He is told, indeed by the’ fir? artiffs of the 
country that ‘*‘‘¢Zey have no'doubt’ but ‘that the 
“¢-pen and ink drawings are modern.” Who 
are thefe artifis? and what particular art is it 
theyexercifé? If the liberal-and enlightened’ 
pro- 


( 35 } 
profeflors of painting * be alluded to, they will 
not certainly pronounce fo decifive w.verdié, 
efpectally on the ground of profeffional know- 
ledge. 


The coloured drawings of Baffanio-and Shy 
lock « perfectly refemble the inferior: produGions 
ef ‘that age; and) the. name .‘‘\J. Hoskins,” 
which appears on theformer, is thatof.an arti 
of that day, though it muft. undoubtedly: be 
confidered as one of his earlieft attempts. .I have 
heard it rumoured: as an objection} that.at the 
time of Elizabeth there were no tinted drawings, 
which the above are denominated.. Nothing, 
however, is more certain; than that. at and be- 
fore that time the firft mafters. ufed, in their 
fketches, the method of tinting adopted by 
Hofkins,—in proof of my affertion,' I refer the 
reader to the fketches of Julio, Romano and 


--* "Thofe painters, whom the author of this review has con- 
fulted, and who are not probably izferior to any whom Mr. B. 
may have applied to, uniformly agree that the productions in 
queftion bear, in their appearance, ‘nothing contradictory to 
the known ‘hiftory of painting —They are at a lofs to deter- 
mine how the untutored fhetches of the Bard himfelf, fhould 
be /ubjected to the rigid rules of critical inveffization. A rude 
outline witha pen and ink muft in all ages be nearly the fame, 
the only difference is to be found'in the {kill of the performer, 
and the difference of his materials. 


E Titian 
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Titian before, and of ‘Reubens i the time of 


Shaklpeare 
Mak /y Cure. 


Mr. Boaden declares * that the fignature'to 
the Deed of Gift totally departs from the 
‘ authentic fignature. of the’ Poet,” to which 
broad affertion, we have merely to oppofe the 
teftimony ‘of our fenfes.. ever a conformity: ap- 
peared between different examples of the fame 
hand writing itis to be found in this fame deed 
when | compared: cither with . the: other + auto- 
graphsiin’ Mr. Ireland's poffeffion, or with the 
facfimiles of Shakfpeare’s name contained. in the 
laft edition of + Johnfon’s and: Steevens’s'work—~ 
a comparifon which any gentleman has itin his 


- ce 


power to make. 


* Letter, p. 46. 


+-'The  comparifon of fignatures'is: not always fatisfattory 
proof of authenticity, on account of diverfities which occur 
in the fame perfon’s. writing at different times. Inthe Britifh 
Mufeum are to be feen three fignatures, unaccempanied by 
any date, ofthe earls of Southampton; one of the father, and 
two faid to be of.the fon, the, friend of Shakfpeare; the two 
latter on comparifon appear to be syidely, different from, each. 
other, and» from,Mr.. Ireland’s. MS9. 

In general, however, fignatures, though agreeing perhaps 
upon the qébole, have fome individyal diftinctions: more or 
lefs minute, according to, the, different .circumfances which 
may have affected them. 

t+ Letter, p. 103. 


We 
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We are next treated, in the letter to Mr. 
Stéevens, with the old ftory O. C. P. which 
the author terms * pithy and profitable’ —That 
he has found it projitable 1 mutt fuppote, fince 
he has old it to the public, both 7 his New/- 
paper and Pamphlet; but ‘as to the ““ pith” I 
am yet -at a lofs°to difcover it, except that it 
feems levelled generally aeainf? all old writings. 
I will, in return, take the liberty of relating a 
fac, which feems to apply forcibly to the quet- 
tion of authenticity im the Shak{peare MSS. 


A claim, not long ago, was fet up; in a court 
of juftice, in fupport of which, deeds and other 
papers, with more than twenty fignatures, faid 
to be of the fame hand writing, were adduced. 
The cotinfel on the other fide finding, on ‘ex- 
amination, that every one of thefe fignatures 
exactly coincided, defired the witnefs who pro- 
duced them to fien his-name twenty timés ona 
fheet of paper which he gave’ him’ for the put- 
pofe—when, although-a general fimilarity: of 
character petvaded the whole, ‘each fignatute 
evidently bore °a' {pecific diftinGtion—this cit- 
cuimftance detected one of the blackeft attempts 
at forgery that ever occurred. Let us now try 
the MSS: in Mr. Treland’s poffeffion' by this 
teft: we fMallfind'the fignatures, and indéed 
the hand writing in general, not in the ftiff 

E 2 formality 
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formality of a copyift, but in the carelefs hafte 
of an original; not in a fiudied uniformity, but 
containing a férong though general refem- 
blance. ? 


One deed or one letter may be forged, perhaps, 
with; tolerable accuracy, efpecially by a perfon 
who has the prototype before him; but who 
can fuppofe that the fame perfon’ fhould be 
equally fkilled in forgeries .of fo many different 
kinds, and of fo vaft an extent? 'The Numper 
of documents would be alone, I fhould think, 
a very firong authenticating circumfiance, fince 
every additional paper would furnith an addi- 
tional opportunity of deteclion: : but. Varrery 
fuperadded to Numper makes the, tafk of im- 
potture next to an unpofibility.. This Varizry 
is to be feen among the prefent- MSS.. in it’s 
sreateft latitude. .We here, behold Vzrszs, 
Deeps, Lerrers, Memoranpvums, Drawines, 
and -publifhed . Boaxs—We fee them in every 
flage of. prefervation—from the extreme of 
neatne/s to that of decay—We find them modi- 
fied by all the cafualties of time and accident— 
in one cafe, the Inx retains it’s original ‘frefh- 
nefs; in another, at is almoft illegible; ima 
third, it appears to have corroded the paper, 
and in fome ,inflances to! have produced the 

» > rfingular. 
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fingular effect of blanching the paper round the 
‘edge of the letters. * 


Let us hear then no more of the pitiful mfinu- 
ations that the poffeflor of thefe MSS. “ draws, 
‘s engraves, that he has a tafte for the black 
“© letter,’ &c.—Were his ikill and abiities ten 
times fuperior to what I doubt not he potteffes, 
it would be difficult to imagine him capable of 
fuch a verfatility of TALENT. 


Mr. Boaden certainly has not evineed his 
‘¢ intelligence” as a critic, in his obfervations 
on the form and /emblance of the MSS. What 
fhall we fay of him, when he difcuffes the 
fpirit and genius of their flyle? He, who would 
judge the bard of nature, fhould himfelf at leaft 
participate his feelings, fhould have caught a 
breath of that vivid infpiration, a {park of that 
poetic fire, a beam from that frenzied eye, 


s¢ Which glanced from Heav’n to Earth, from 
* Earth to Heaven.” 


 Afk you if the intelligent critic above men- 
tioned anfwers to that de{cription ?—turn to 


* This circumftance may be accounted for on chemical 
principles; I have been informed by a gentleman. of very fu- 


perior information in this kind of fubjeét—that only time can 
have produced the prefent effect. 
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« Fontainville Foreft,” judge ** the ‘Sécret 
« Tribunal.” examine the profeffed imitation of 
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who touched the manners in confédy, as he did 
the morals m Bont dy, with fo fine a ftroke, and fo 
difcriminating a genius, was not fimple! - Mr, 
Boaden has sinkich: j treet, he juftifiable cri- 
ticifm on a particular paflage or two, where the 
iluftrious Shak fpeare has fallen fronvhimielf, (for 
who is ai] perfe#?) and dégeneratéd into weak- 


nefs; and upon this ground has ventured to pafs 


judgment upon the character of Shakfpeare’s 


mufe. After this, fhall we be furprifed to find 
fi wine judgment pervade the detail of his ¢riti- 
cifin? It had been afferted by Mr, Ireland that 
Shak{peare’s fiyle was without effor‘—that the 
affertion was corred, we have’ hiftorical proof 

in 
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‘athe celebrated * anecdote of Ben. Johnfon, or 
*€ that were infuficient, we need but exercife ant 
unprejudiced judgment in the perufal of his 
works—urged by the impetuofity of his imagt- 
nation, he was continually hurrying onward to 
the grand and jiriking objects of his poem, he 
touched the inferior parts with as carelefs, as he 
did the important ones with a mafterly hand,— 
and in all cafes his: errors-were rather thote of 
hafte than of formality. Writing thus, and 
writing with genuine fimplicity, he was fometimes 
incorrect, and this incorrectnefs at once gave 
room for his own fubfequent alterations; and’ 
furnifhed the players and printers with an ex- 
cufe (in their opinion) for producing thote 
heaps of flage trafh with which they ernicumbered 
his works. |“ He might have written (fays Ma- 
“ Jone) without a blot, and thtce or four years 
‘¢ afterwards, he might have impofed additional 
« fcenes alfo without a blot.” 

Whether Mr. Ireland’s Mss. be or be not 
the mot éorre# tranfcript that Shakfpeare ever 
made of his Lear, it {eems probable that it 
contains none of the. foreign interpolations, 


* See in Johnfon’s and Steevens’s edition, Rowe’s Life of 
Shak fpeare. 


+ Johnfon’s and Steevens’s Ed; p. 46. 


though 
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fhough it may poflibly want the fubfeqiient Te 
trenchments and even additions of the Bard 
himfelf. . Mr. B. is enabled to decide that the 
writer of this MS. at fir ufed only the fecond 
folio edition, “although in the courfe of the play 
“he acquires evidently a copy of  Butler’s 
** quarto of 1608.— The folio of 1623 the 
“~does' not appear to have feen.’ ~The abfur- 
dity of the remark is too evident to need a’com- 
ment. ‘Phe difcordance of the MSS. both from 
the folio and quarto, proves, in my idea, that it 
was taken from neither, fince the author of a 
forgery would at leaft have been confiftent when 
héhad a choice of fubjects tocopy from. I freely 
acknowledge that one or two inftances of infe- 
riority in Mr. Ircland’s MSS. would-not appear 
Do we not 
know that Shakfpeare himfelf almoft re-wrote 


to me ‘to affect it’s authenticity 


Romeo and Juliet? 


But if we come to the particular inflances 
cited by Mr. Boaden, we fhall. behold-im 4 
fironger light his critical powers, and be enabled 
to'forma /pecial judgment of the abilities of 
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Cordelia, it is faid, could never be ‘made to 
announce the entrance of her /uitors—might we 
not purfue a contrary mode of argument, and 
believe 


teens 
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believe that #47s was one of thofe mafterly 
touches of nature in which Shak{fpeare fo emi- 
nently excelled, but which often evaporate 
under the gro/s fouch of editors and commen- 
tators? The perfevering and Aumble obedience 
of Cordelia might induce her after a/l-the harfh 
treatment of her father, to thew herfelf fill prompét. 
in the performance, even of the moft ¢rifling 
duty, and it would be confiftent with her gen- 
tlene/s, on the approach of ftrangers to conceal 
every mark of difquiet and domeftic uneafinefs. 


Of the paffages ‘ altered,” as Mr. B. chufes 
to exprefs himfelf, we have now a copious de- 
tail, and though I by no means think it necef- 
fary to eftablifh the MSS. that they thould al- 
ways, contain the Jeff reading, | think I can 
clearly prove that they do not “‘ invariably follow 
the worf,” and that Mr. B. at leaft. in many 
inftances has been very unfortunate in felecting 
the objects of his criticifm. As it is very pro- 
bable that Shakfpeare, who wrote as it were 
“6 flans pede in uno,” did not ahways ftop to 
numerate his fyllables, or to punctuate his pe- 
riods (certainly zof the latter) we may conclude 
that his. tranfcript would not, in every inftance, 
divide the verfes exadily as metre requireda—A 
word, or fyllable might be fubjoined to the end 
of one line, which the eye of a reader, at all 
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converfant with the fubject might eafily carry 
forward to the fucceeding line. 


Upon this view of the fubject, though I own 
with a great degree of diffidence, I have ven- 
tured to give the execration of Lear, trom the 
MSS. with /uch punctuation, and arrangement as 
I fhould imagine it to haye really received in 
performance. 


& It may be fo—harkex Nature! hear dear Goddefs! 
‘‘ Sufpend thy purpofe, if thou wouldeff make 

“ This creature frightful!—-into her womb convey 
“ Sterility ! 
‘¢ Dry up in her the organs of increafe: 

“© Andlet no babe fpring thence to honour her. 

« Butif fhe muft teem, create her child of fpleen; 
66 And let it channel wrinkles, on her brow 

“ Of youth, with accent tears; turn all her pains 
¢ To laughter and contempt; that fhe may know 
“ How fharp and like-a ferpent’s tooth it is, 

«© To havea thanklefs child.” . 


The. deviations from the MSS. “ hearken” in 
the firft, and “ wouldeft”’ in the fecond line, are 
only fuch /yllabic extenfion as a fpeaker would 
almoft unavoidably introduce. The mfertion of 
thence or fome fuch word, in the fixth line, and 
the omiffion of rude, before laughter in the 
tenth, infer, perhaps, a more {crupulous atten- 
tion {o metre than that age was remarkable for, 
and 


(38) 
and thé word create in the feventh line, may, 
by a very common licence, be allowed to pafs 
as two fhort fyllables or one long one.* The 
break in the fourth line feems juftified by the 
fenfe, and is perfectly confonant to the ftyle of 
Shakfpeare in many parts of this fame play— 
the word accent for frarp, in the ninth, is at 
leaft equal to cadent it’s modern {ubftitute. 


It will perhaps be objected, that the xeceffity 
of fuch alterations implies a defed in the MSS. 
but the fame confideration feems to frrengthen 
their authenticity; for however incorrect az 
author may be in fis original tranfcript, it is 
hardly to be conceived that a forger would vo- 
luntarily expofe himfelf to critical objection, by 
unneceffary faperfluity or omiffion. 


The fecond quotation of Mr. B. feems to 
eftablith the probability of 4afe in fome in- 
ftances of Shakfpeare’s writing, by the intro- 
duction of “ play this part again,” which 
fhould be marginal, into the text. 

* Mr. Malone obferves that the words father, brother, mo- 
ther, and many of fimilar found, were ufed by Shak{peare 


as monofyllables. See note in fc. 4. aé&t 3 of Lear, page 154. 
Johnfon and Steevens’s laft edition. 
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The MSS. prefent us with this beautiful 
idea, 


“* Kill thy phyfician, and the fee beftow 
** Upon the /ozi-difeafe.” 


Calling to immediate recollection the * mind 
‘< difeafed” of Macbeth, but which Mr: Boaden 
with equal delicacy of tafte, and accuracy of 
judgment, would change to ‘* the fou difeafe. 
This may have been one of the corrections 
which occurred to him from “ the reflection 
“inhis clofet upon circumflances recorded, and 
** by applying to ¢shmgs the rule of Chronology.” 


I pafs over feveral paffages felected by Mr. 
B. merely as fpecimens of incorreétnefs, to come 
to thofe, on which he attempts’ to difplay ‘his 


* £ 17 yy 
critical powers. On the paffage 


“¢ Truth’s a dog that muft to kennel, while my lady drach 
‘may ftand by the fire and ftink.” 


A learned * emendation is, offered of broach 
for brach—Mr. Boaden is, perhaps, ignorant 
that 


* In thefe emendations Mr. B. feems to be by no means 
fortunate, a little further on he offers to correét the words 
“ diffolution of flanding armies” by fubftituting “ amities.”? 


Now 


(37) 


that beach; from.the Italian bracco, is applied to 
bitches of the hunting kind.'): 

“ TEidca®: ound oF {fpaniel brache or lym” 

yi Ab) Ad 3. Sc. 9. 

It, does not.appear,, that, the fenfe would 
neceffarily require either of thofe words... Yet 
if any be adopted, it cannot be Mr. Boa- 
den’s, however ingenious his conjecture may 
appear. 


Not more fortunate is the critical acumen dif- 
played on the line 


& And with Adam-like nakednefs, out-face 
“The wind and perfecution of the fky.” 


The objection againft the metre may be an- 
fwered by inftances of the ufe of the daGylic 
foot in this very /peech, as well as in other parts 
of Shakfpeare. = + 


“ Edgar. Sometimes with dzzatic banns, fometimes with 
prayers.” 


And in Othello: 


“To counfel Caffio to this parallel courfe.” 


Now this paffage, if genuine, mutt require the former ex- 
preflion, becaufe that’ part of the {peech alluded tois an enu- 
meration. of political evils---“ dearth,” .‘* divifions in ftate,’? 
&c. among which, the diffolution of a long ftanding army is 
to be reckoned of the higheft importance. 
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With regard to the /en/é, Mt. B. féems to fufi- 
pofe that there muft exift in the méaning of 
the poet a fimilar confufion to that which mutt 
haye entered his own head: when Edgar likens 
his nakedne/s to that of Adam, it by no means 
follows, that the fimilitude mu alo be applied 


to the weather, 


Edgar, in his foliloquy, exclaims— 


* Poor Tom !—Poor Edgar ! 


“ That indeed is fomething—Z am nothing |” 


Which our critic /agacioufly blames, as an 
unprudent difclofure of his name to the winds.on 
a folittary heath; and yet he recommends the 
common'reading, againft which the fame objec- 
tion ‘lies : 


Poor Tom! 
“ That fomething, yet Edgar, ‘I nothing am.” 


* Poor Turlegood 


The difference, however, in poetical excel- 
lence, feems to be much in favour of the for- 
mer, as the immediate tranfition from poor Tom 
to poor Edgar, 1s more pathetic, and more con- 
fonant to the natural flow of feeling. In this 
arrangement too, the words “ that indeed is 
“* fomething,” feem jufily applied to the recob 


lection of his former fituation ; if we follow the 


3 other 
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other reading, we fhall be led into the abfurdity 
of fuppofing him'to fet a value upon the fiate 
of ‘‘ a Bedlam beggar.” 


From thefe and fome fimilar comparifons, in 
which the reader will not, perhaps, be always 
of the fame opinion with the erttic, Mr. B. 
concludes, that to read the new publication, was a 
“¢ fource of aftonifhment and laughter.” ---dAftonifh- 
ment at fach a decifion mutt be felt by every one 
whohas confulted thofe paragraphsof the Oracle, 
which we have telected---and /aughter will pro- 
bably be the con/eguence of obferving fuch an in- 
confiftency, in the different opinions of the fame 
writer. : : 

The omiffions of the MSS. come next to be 
confidered; but as thefe, however plainly 
proved, will afford no conclufive argument, 
pafs over them, to confider what Mr. B. calls 
the *‘ bold and hazardous interpolations.” <A 
few words in the dialogue of Lear and Edgar 
are firft cited, which are not probably of the 
higheft poetical merit, yet cannot certainly be 
decided not to be Shak/peare’s. | 


The other inftances I fhall give in their or- 
der. Firft, the defcription of Dover cliff : 


<¢ ‘This 
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“ ‘This cliff, this wonder of nature, 
® Whofe chalky fides guard this our facred iffe 
‘ *Gainft the rude fea, that doth in choler 


7 wae foam, and {pend itfelf, till’t come to nothing.” 
The pathetic exclamation of Lear--- 


Ha, Goneril! what flatter this white beard? 
“* And when the poor dog did fawn and lick thee, 
* Didft beat him out of doors?” 


His tender recollection of Cordelia’s good 
qualities, and his revenge for her death, both 


“Pp” 


conceived in terms highly poetical--- 


Her voice was ever foft 
“« And low—/weet mufic o’er the ripling ftream ! 
“ O yes, by Heavens! ’twas I kill’d the flave, 
* "That did round thy foft neck the murderous 


6 


-~ 


And damned cord entwine.”’ 


preferving in the 


characileriftic firmnefs and*fide lity. 


¢ "Khanks, Sin; but I go to that unknown land, 
* ‘That chains each pilgrim faft within its foil; 
“ By living:men mof? pas moft honoured. 

“ Still my good matter this fame journey took ; 
* He calls me, I am coltechl and ftraight obey. 
en farewell, world, the du/y fcene is done ; 


fi 


Th 
6 Ke cut lived moft truem—Kent dies moft like a man 


Each 
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Each of thefe fpecimens poffeffes fufficient 
merit to recommend itfelf to real judges of poe- 
try. They are not; perhaps, the mof finifhed 
of Shakfpeare’s productions ; but they befpeak 
themfelves fo truly is, that (to retort Mr. 
Boaden’s affertion on another occafion), ‘ he 
““ who can believe thefe lines to be interpola- 
“ tions, has neither tafte in fentiment, nor dif- 
-* cernment in compofition.” 


With fuch fentiments, we fhall, no doubt, 
fully fubfcribe to the authenticity of Shakfpeare’s 
fignature at the end of this play : and when we 
recollect how long it was after Mr. Boaden firft 
faw the MSS. before he doubted, we thall with 
difficulty believe that they could have been fuch 
“ an unfkilfully executed and manifeft delufion.” 


It is zmpoffble that fo /agacious a critic could 
have been mifled at firft, by MSS. contain- 
ing fo many ‘“ grofs impurities :”’ we mutt, 
therefore, fuppofe, that he is one of thefe wha 
can 


a —* difpute, 
** Confute, change fides, and {till confute ;? 


and that either his former or his prefent profef- 
fions were the production of ingenuity, the 
Sportive exercife of deceptive talent. The diffi- 


G : culty 
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culty is, to decide, when Mr. B. is injeff, and 
when in earnef? ; what his meaning 1s, or whe= 
ther he has any meamng at all. 


“ Quo teneam vultus mutantem Protea nodo ?” 


If there be any fixed /fandard by which to 
try fis tafte, 1t muft be found in his own poett- 
cal effufions. But here again we are at a lofs, 
He furely could not intend /eriou/ly to produce, 
as imitations of Shak/peare, his * Vortigern and 
Rowena ;---the defpicable nonfenfe which he 
puts into the mouths of his heroes, may ferve, 
perhaps, in his opinion, as a burlefque upon 
fome other production; but as he has chofen 
to prefent them /wice to the public, he may. 
pofibly conceive that they poffe/s fome m- 
trinfic merit. In deference to fuch an opinion, 
we will felect two or three fpeeches.---Hengitt 
is "made to defcribe, with much #precifion and 
exadine/s, the origin and nature of.his expedi- 
tion :--- 


“ Moft noble King, from Germany we come, 
* And Sawony, the province of our birth; 

* Th’ occafion is, to tender our afliftance 

% Even unto you, or to fome other Prince.” 


* See Extracts at the end of Mr, B’s Letter. 


With 
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With equal judgment this accurate , Prince 
thus verfifies the calendar, in giving an account 


of his religion--- 


“ For our religion, King, know, that we wor/hip 

“ Woden efpecially, who gives name 

“© To the fourth day of every week of time. 

« Next to him we adore the goddefs. Frea, 

* From whom the fixth day claims its honoured name.” 


“ We, worfhip, Woden !?..-wonderfully well | 
This is, iedeed, a mouthful of alliteration! Nor 
is Vortigern behind hand in depth of obfervation 
and elegance of manners : 


«“ Warriors, I neéd not fperid’ the time 

“© In vain and empty falutations——Courte/y 

“ Should {till be found in courts; or they nruft change 
“& Their nature, and that gentle power zés name. 


Ohe jam fatis!  * If thefe were intended as 
.* bones for a critic cur,” they are © delicate 
“ ones, indeed.” But if Mr. Boaden has been 
_© flattered” into a’belief that “ they merit to be 
< coljeGed;” if he adduces them in the hope 
that they will eclipfe the true Vortigern; or if 
he thinks they, in the “ moft trifling degree, 
‘¢ refemble the great poet ;” it would be ufelefs 
to wafte words upon. the fubject, fuch abjurdity 
-is out of the reach of: argument. One circum- 
ftance, however, relative to their publication, 
G 2 feems 
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feems to deferve /erious animadverfion: from 
the eguivocal manner of their appearance, the 
public was left to fuppofe that they were actually 
extracted from Mr. Ireland’s MSS. and that 
gentleman lay under the imputation of palming 
upon the world this “ execrable jargon,” as 
the production of Shak{peare. 


The critical obfervations of Mr. Boaden on 
the fiyle of the remaining Papers will be beft 
anfwered by recalling the reader’s attention to 
the paragraphs in the Oracle relative to the /ame 
productions. 


LETTER to ANNA HATHERWAYE. 


ORACLE. JAMES BOADEN, ESQ. 


This letter is “ diftinguifh-  “ This letter muft, if ge~ 
“ed for the utmoft delicacy *¢ nuine, ‘have been written 
“ of pafion, and poetical “ at fixteen years of age.— 
€¢ [pirit.” “The expreflions have xo- 

“ thing of the character of our 
“ profe, in that period of our 
‘© Uiterature. The verfes 
“ (that follow in Mr. Ire- 
‘* Jand’s publication) are wor- 
“« thy of no other notice, thar 
“that they are metrically 
*< fmooth.” Page 4o. of a 
Letter to G. Steevens, Efq. 


LETTER 
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‘LETTER to LORD SOUTHAMPTON. 


ORACLE. 


* A difcovery relative to 
* Lord Southampton, re- 
* flecting immortal honour 
on the bounty of the one, 
“and the modeffy of the 
“ other. “The conviction 
“* produced upon eur mind is 
“ fuch as to make all /cepti- 


“* cifm ridiculous.” 


JAMES BOADEN, ESQ. 


“ The judicious critic at 
“* ouce perceives the modern 
“ colouriag of diction, and 
“‘ flow of language.” Page 
42. 


Quezre, Are we to underftand that Mr. 
Boaden is xot a judicious critic, or that he has 
only become fo within thefe few months? lf the 
latter, it might be ferviceable to the public, to 
divulge the /ecret of fo fudden an acquifition of 


judgment. 


Tur PROFESSION or FAITH. 


ORACLE. 


“ A profeffion of his reli- 
“ gious faith, rationally pious 
* and grandly expreffed !”? 


JAMES BOADEN, ESQ. 


“© Nothing but the pzerile 
‘* gquaintne/s and idiomatic 
** poverty ot a methodift rbap- 
“ fody! Exquifite uonfenfe ! 
« Execrable gargon !” P. 42g 


35 44. 


It 
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It may be of ufe to confider what Mr. B. thus 
calls exguifite nonfenfe, and execrable jargon.--~ 
The patfages alluded to, are the following 
fublime and pathetic effufions of piety :--- | 


*« Yet will I hope, for even the poor prifo- 
“ ner, when bound with galling irons, even he 
<< will hope for pity; and when the tears of 
“< [weet repentance bathe his wretched pillow, he 
** then looks and hopes for pardon.” 


‘* Great God, receive me to thy bofom, 
‘© where all is /weet content and happinefs ; all 
<¢ is blifs:: where di/content is never heard ; but 
*¢ where one bond of friendfhip unites all men ! 
** Forgive, O Lord, all our fins; and with thy 
*¢ great goodnefs take us all zo thy breaft.” 


It feems that Mr. B. 1s difpleafed. with the 
metaphors of ‘* {now diftilling ftom the leafy 
‘‘ tree,” and.of “ the chicken, that under the 
“* covert of her fpreading wings receives her 
** little brood.” They are both perfectly cor- 
rect, Snow diftils rapidly, though almoft zn/en/i- 
bly from the /eafy tree, as the mind finks under 
the contemplation of a fubjet too mighty for 
it’s grafp: and a more exquifitely beautiful 
picture of parental tendernefs cannot eafily be 
conceived than that of the Mother-Bird hover- 


* See Profeffion of Faith, in Mr. Ireland’s folio publication. 
ing 
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ing over her-young, and anxioufly protecting 
them from injury. ‘Vhefe interefting piCures 
cannot jufily be faid to pofflefs “ the modern 
* colourmg of diction and flow of language,” 
at leaft, if we are to form a judgment of modera 
produchons by thofe of the /uminary before us. 
He, it 1s trac, deals in metaphors, but certainly 
of a different flamp from thofe above quoted ; 
in his ; Be 2xmphlet, Au he has fuffered us *‘ to 
‘drink of the rivers,” he “ delights our ears 
‘‘ with the roarmg of its fall,” which is un- 
doubtedly making a very @&conomic ufe of a 
poetical figure ; and in defcribing “ the cloudy 
‘ mcruftations of a gem,” he difplays an egual 
knowledgeof Metaphorand Mineralogy. Were we 
to wander beyond the limits of his pamphlet,— 
were we to refer to thedramatic works of this great 
man, we fhould find in every page tropes of a 
new and fingular nature; {ome where found pre- 
vail over fenfe, and others where the found and 
the fenfe were alike confufed, ftrange and‘incom- 
prehenfible. We fhould find * * Mewling Mam- 
mets at the nurfe’s breaft,” ‘* Soldiers ecu- 
€¢ Jating mmmumerable wounds,” * Heavy clouds 
in ies haunches,” and ** Cuffom which 
* no earthly breath may eer withftand;” to- 


* See Secret Tribunal, and extraéts from Vortigern in 
Mr. B.’s pamphlet, 


gether 
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gether with others alike novel and amuting ; 
yet this is the Knight errant, fo ftrenuous for 
** the credit of Englith hterature,”—theArthegal, 
who by one ftroke of his critic fword is to lay 
in ruins the fabrick of poetical impotfture ! 


Thus far we have followed Mr. B. in his cri- 
tical inveftigation of the papers themfelves,—let 
us now accompany him to the ‘* myfterious 
“ clofet,” where his “ doubts were firft aecu- 
** mulated” from ‘‘ reflections upon circumffances 
** recorded.” —Here it feems is his ftrong hold, 
here he “ applies to kings the rule of chrono- 
** logy,” and ** to per/ons the records of biogra- 
*« phy ;"——here, he weighs in the balance the 
Aitherto “ invaluable relies,” and lo! they are 
found wanting ! 


“In what manner difiruft firft entered his 
mind,” Ar. B. thinks it « unneceffary to ftate.” 
We may, however, entertain a differept opinion, 
if we imagine that any thing like per/onality en- 
tered into his motives. Whether this were, or 
were not the cafe, may probably appear “ from 
** the reflection” in our awn “ clofet” upon the 
following facts, which, though not “ recorded,” 
are feriitly true. 


I On 
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On the day on which Mr. Ireland’s publica- 
tion of the MSS. appeared (the 24th of Decem- 
ber) Mr. Boaden fent to borrow it, in “ order 
(profeffedly) to make extracts for his newpaper. 
The former gentleman not defiring fuck fup- 
port, declined this very friendly offer; and Mr. 
B, therefore fent to Mr. White, of Fleet-ftreet, 
who, ignorant of his intentions, lent him the vo- 
lume. The appearance of an extra in the Oracle 
of the next day, difcovered this not very polite 
proceeding to Mr. Ireland, who, on making it 


known to Mr, White, that gentleman begged 


Mr. B. to return the book, which he did, ac- 
companied by a note, wherein he thanks Mr, 
White for a view of “ the moft /plendid imp ofi~ 
** tion he had ever beheld.” 


It is pofible that thefe circumftances may have 
given rife in the mind of Mr. B. to a degree of 
petulant animofity, which is ever unfavourable to 
the exercife of judgment, and which may even 
pervert the moft firiking and palpable evidence. 
But leaving all confiderations of a perfonal na- 
ture, let us come to the chronological and hiffori- 
cat objections : thefe are queftions of fad, and 
afford a certain, /pecial ground of argument. 
We will begin with the letter fent by Queen 

H Elizabeth,. 
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Elizabeth, in her own hand-writing, to Shak- 
{peare. 


QUEEN ELIZABETH’s LETTER. 


** In the outfet of this examination” there is 
“a vifual prefumption in favor of this letter,” 
from the agreement of the fignature with the 
known autographs of that Queen.—So far Mr. 


Boaden. 


There is alfo another prefumption in it’s fa- 
vor from the known patronage afforded to our 
poet by her Majefty, who, according to Rowe,* 
“* not only had his plays acted before her, but 
* gave him many gracious marks of her favour.” 
This /etter appears, and very naturally, without 
a date; but I fhall prefume to give it the date 
of 1588, for reafons which will prefently appear. 
At that time Shak{peare was about twenty-four 
years of age, (being born in April 1564) and it 
is triumphantly ufked how he could /o eafily have 
rifen into notice, and have been engaged in the 
direchon of a company of players, In anfwwer to 
this, I fhall obferve (with the Editor of the 
Oracle) that the old “* Story of Shakfpeare’s 


* See Rowe’s Life of Shakfpeare in Johnfon and Steevens’s 
la{t edition, 


§* holding 
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© holding horfes” at the play-houfe door, feeims 
to deferve very little credit; and that he moft 
probably rofe, “ like the Garrick of his age,” 
to immediate and diftinguifhed notice. Such 
at leaft are the joint opinions * of the annotators, 
Meffis. Malone and Steevens, who fuppofe (I 
think very rationally) that Shakfpeare, when he 
fied the fury of Sit Thomas Lacy, while yet very 
young, might find an eafy admittance to the 
ftage, having a fown/man (if not relation) of the 
name of Green, then a player of fome eminence ; 
and if fo, is it all /urprifing that the /uperiority 
of his talents fhould have enabled him very 
foon to take a leading part in the management 
of the Theatre? - 


Thus it appears that it is far from improbable 
that Elizabeth fhould write to Skakfpeare to 
come with <* his bef?” actors, to wait upon her. 
But it is added, ‘* the Lord Leicefter will be 
with us.” Now, fays Mr. B. the ate period 
at which ¢his Lord could have attended “* Holli- 
** day fooleries was in the year 1585.”—Strange 


* See page 63, Johnfon and Steevens’s laft edition. 


+ Since writing the above, I am informed, that within thefe 
few days, a deed has been difcovered which will put this 
matter beyond all queftion, and which will in due time be laid 
before the pxblic at large ! 


Ha indeed,! 
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indeed ! -that this -<< intelligent critic” fhould 
have “ applied to things the rule of chronology” 
fo imperfectly. _ I will venture to remind him 
of the tranfadtions of the year 1588. On the. 
31ft of July, the terrible Armada, which had fo 
Jong threatened our ifland, was feen for the laf# 
time flying before our victorious fleet—within a 
day or two after the Queen entered London in 
folemn proceffion, attended by the Lords Hunt-. 
don and Leicefter.—Each of thefe noblemen 
had attended her at the camp at Tilbury; the 
former having the command of 34,000 foot and 
200ohorfe, and the latterof 22,000 foot and.1000 
horfe ; and being both very high in her confidence, 
they, no doubt, participated in the entertain- 
ments which were-fo abundantly difplayed upon 
the occafion. The expreffion of public joy:on 
this glorious event was not confined to one mode 
of rejoicing, nor to a fhort duration of enjoy- 
ment. Plays, Balls, and every kind of enter- 
tainment were exhibited throughout the kingdom 
for a confiderable length of time; and it is very 
probable that it. was upon this occafion, that 


Shak{peare was honoured with the favor of his 
Royal Miftrefs. 


There is one more objection, which may ferve 
as a fpecimen of Mr. Boaden’s “ Logic. never 
** perverted by /ophi/m.”—The Globe Theatre 


was 
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was not built ¢i// 1596/ Indeed! and how is 
this proved ? Why ¢ruly by a contra in 1599 to 
build a Playhoufe like that newly-ereéed one, 
called the Globe. 


Now, as Playhoufesdo notarife with the celerity 
of mufhrooms, I wifh to know ow Mr. Boaden 
proves “to demonftration,” that the exa& term 
of ¢hree years is {pecified by the words “ newly- 
“* erected” or why it may not:equally well re- 
fer to ten, nay to twenty or thirty years back >: 


Strererr ED 


In 1588 Lopowrne, fays Mr. B. wasthen twelve 
years old, and fagacioufly. infers that “ he could 
not act any part, forgetting the charaCters. of 
Arthur, Rutland, &c.” On further examination 
we fhall find this very circumfance to be in favor 
of the MSS. ; for we there find 2s. fet down, as 
a prefent, to Lodowine, whofe youth alone could 
occafion the /mallne/s,of the fam, fince in 1609, 
at the age of thirty-three, he received.a falary 
of thirty fiillings per week. 


me sans 


The promiffory note to Heming is dated 1589, 
it mentions work done at the G/ode, thus agree- 


ing 
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ing with the fuppofitions neceflary to under- 
ftand the other papers; but agreement of this 
kind is not the character of impofture; one 
cannot believe that fo many authorities fhould 
bear together upon one point, and that the 


offspring of falfhood. 


We meet with no other chronological objec- 
tions until we come to the deed of gift to Freland: 
here indeed we have, as before, good round 
affertion, but nothing like proof. This deed 
contains a bequeft of the play of Lear, among 
others, and is dated Ofober 25, 1604; but we 
are told that the Lear was not then written, an 
argument, certainly very convincing, if it had the 
Veaft foundation. How ftands the fact? Mr. 
Malone * fhrewdly gueffes, mark gueffes, that 
it was not written till afer the acceflion of 
James the Firft to the crown of England, whicli 
happened, /ays Mr. Boaden, on the 24th of 
Odober 1604; but which happened, /ays Hiffory, 
on the 24th of March 1602-3. So much for 
accuracy of dates, and {kill in comparifon ! 


* See Attempt to afcertain the Chronology of Shak{peare’s 
Plays, by Malone. Johnfon and Steevens’s laft edit. vol, r. 


Ir 
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It has been infidioufly rumoured that Mr. 
ireland claimed the MSS, in his poffeffion, 
as being lineally defcended from the friend of 
Shakfpeare. I had the curiofity to afk Mr. 
Treland if fuch a rumour were well founded, 
and received for anfwer, that fo abjurd an idea 
never entered his mind, and had merely been 
circulated for the purpofe of cafting an odium 
upon the Mss. 


The term five pounds five fhillings, in Heming’s 
receipt, has been objected to, as not being then 
aifed in computation—how juftly, will appear by 
the following extraés, from the colleGtion of 
ordinances and regulations for the government 
of the Royal Houfehold from the reign of 
Edw. TI. down to William and Mary, pub- 
lished by the Society of Antiquaries in 1790, 


ELIZABETH. Ling Sade 
Page 255—Joyner’s fee---- 19 19 0 
——- = Record ——-—— 16 16 8 &e, 


Having thus purfued the “ critical examina- 
““ tion of the MSS.” into all its branches ; 
having {crupuloufly examined the evidence, 
internal and external, and weighed every ob- 
jechion fuperficial, literary, and chronological, 
which has been adduced againft them—I beg 
leave 
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leave to draw a few. general conclufions from 
the whole, both with refpect to the MSS. them- 
Selves, and to the manner in which they have 
been examined by Mr. Boaden. On the latter 
point, it feems evident that the perfon who has 
fo violently oppofed their authenticity, is by xo 
means qualified for the office he has undertaken. 


With xo knowledge of his fubject (as it after- 
wards appeared in his pamphlet) he was ori- 
ginally profufe in his commendation, and off- 
cioufly defirous of defending what seeded not 
his feeble fupport. With egual rafine/s he then 
veered to the oppofite fide, and commenced an 
attack on what is far /uperior to his hoftility— 
Who, then, can /ufficiently admire that /agacity, 
which after two months acquaintance with the 
MSS. could difcover, that upon the very /urface,: 
their appearance and orthography were fuch as 
to ** flartle an intelligent obferver.” We are 
amazed at the chronological accuracy which, after 
Jong meditation in “ the clofet,” found out dif- 
cordances that zz fac did not exift—but our afto- 
nifhment is raifed to it’s aeme on obferving the 
deép Uiterary experience, and critical acumen, 
which difcovered the /ame producians to be at 
once animated with the genius of a Shakfpeare, 
and not to rife above the ftyle of “a methodift 

thapfody.” What ab/urdity and contradiénon! 
| I fin- 


ay Ie 
I fincerely hope, however, that ¢e/e were the 
only defels of mind, which gave bitth to Mr. 
Boaden’s Pamphlet. Ignorance is excu/able, but 
if a fenfation of envious jealoufy, or malignant 
animofity fhould have dictated this outrage upon 
the chara@er of Mr. Ireland, and upon the 
productions of Shak{/peare, it would merit not 
contempt, but the moft perfect abhorrence! 
Of this the public muft judge—and though 
they will laugh at the impotent effufions of 
folly, they will treat with a ju? imdignation the 
efforts.of calumny—tIf Mr. Boaden’s aim be that 
of candid criticifm, and fair invefligation, much 
as he may have erred, he will efcape fevere ani- 
madverfion; but if 4e or any other perfon be 
found to have carried on an infidious hoftility, to 
have circulated malicious and unfounded reports, 
and to have inftituted a prejudiced and violent 
oppofition againft the Liberal difcuffion of the 
fubjecé, their actions fhould be repreffed by the 
interpofition Of authority. 


It has been reported that a party is now 
forming to obftruct the juft exercife of public 
judgment, in it’s decifion on the play of King 
Vortigern (whofe merit or demerit it is impof- 
fible that “tho/e 2vho have not feen it can be ae- 
guainied with) by means of tumult and vio- 
jence—fhould fuch an attempt, fo bafe, fo in- 
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fulting to the underftandings of a Britifh au- 
dience, be made, it will no doubt be repelled by 
a generous indignation—and will recoil with 
ten-fold fhame upon the heads of its infti- 
gators, 


The juftice, the common juftice, due to Mr. 
Ireland, as an individual, is not in the cafe of 
this difcovery,.the only, nor perhaps the chief 
point.—It is the caufe of Englifh literature, the 
caufe of genius and of truth, that is at ftake! 
Lhey are clofely interefted in the decifion upon 
the MSS. and therefore the Jovers of them will 
be anxious that the fcrutiny fhould be carried 
on fully, but, fairly—that no arts of delufion 
fhould be ufed to prejudice the public mind, but 
that ignorance fhould be detected and falfehood 
unmasked. | 


Although fully perfuaded of the excellence of 
the MSS. the author will not pre/ume to affert 
their authenticity, ’till they hall have fully paffed 
the ordeal of deep /cientific inveftigation. In 
the interim, he cannot quit the fubject without 
obferving that they bear fuch ftrong marks of 
truth as cannot be ficken by trifling objections— 
it is the charaGeriftic of impofture to reft its 
defence on few points, and on them, ftudi- 
eully to avoid difcuffion—every fource of m- 
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quiry is a fource of doubt, and every ftep in the 
progrefs of examination is intricate, perplexed, 
and uncertain. The rever/e isthe characteriftic 
of Mr. Ireland’s conduct. The variety of the 
MSS. has given occafion to every /pecies of evi- 
dence, each of which has been /edulou/ly invefti- 
gated by all thofe who were interefted in 
their fuccefs—each proof feemed to corroborate 
the others, and to give to the whole a fpirit of 
confiftency and firmnefs fearcely ever attainable 
by falfehood. 
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